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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 . Claims 3 & 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
["three failures"] which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The specification only 
mentions a predetermined number of failure; which the examiner has interpreted to read 
on claimed three failures, to establish a connection; which is interpreted as an 
authenticated communication channel, the predetermined could be any number, it does 
not specify "three failures". Examiner is also unable to identify what has "the [ ] at least 
one failure comprises three failures," the examiner will interpret the missing part to be 
the authenticated communication channel from mobile to call center is not established 
and has failed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-9, 11-14, & 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Mazzara (US Pub 2003/008/7642) and further in view of Van Bosh 

(US Pat 6493629). 

As for claim 1, Mazzara teaches a method of verifying a mobile vehicle equipped 
with suitable hardware and software for transmitting and receiving voice and data 
communications; which reads on claimed telematics unit (Abstract; Page 1, Para 0010- 
0011; and Page 5, Para 0048-0051 of Mazzara), the method comprising: 

initiating a cleared number voice call from a telematics unit to a call center 
based on a failed transmission condition & establishing a cleared number voice 
call communication channel between the telematics unit and the call center; and 
(Page 1, Para 0013, 0017, 0027-0028; Page 3, Para 0038; and Page 6, Para 
0058, 0063, & 0066 of Mazzara). 

What Mazzara does not specifically teach is the telematics unit in the vehicle will 
automatically contact a public safety answering point (PSAP) and/or a call center for a 
service associated with the telematics unit. 

However, Van Bosh teaches a method for establishing a cleared number voice 
call communication channel between the telematics unit and the call center (a voice call 
is then coupled to the originating WLAN device via a termination WLAN device for 
example the wireless device communicating with the PSAP and/or a call center (Col. 1 , 
lines 13-43; Col. 3, lines 21-35; Col. 4 lines 6-54; and Col. 7, lines 16-25 of Van Bosh). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to allow verbal communication between a user and a call center as 
taught by Van Bosh in the method of Mazzara, in order to successfully provide a service 
even if there is a communication failure. Therefore, if the activation process fails, the 
vehicle communication unit may give a failure message. The vender may call the call 
center directly from the vehicle communications unit. The call may be initiated, for 
example, by activating a key on the vehicle communication unit that is dedicated to 
calling the call center. The call may be initiated, for example, by a voice-recognition 
function. If the activation from the vehicle fails, the vendor may call for technical 
assistance from the call center. The call center may process the activation and 
provisioning of the vehicle communication units in the best possible manner. The user 
may call into the call center, for example, via another mobile phone unit to receive the 
new phone number. The user may then install the new phone number via a voice- 
recognition routine, to of enable communication between a mobile vehicle and a call 
center during a failed transmission condition comprising receiving, at the telematics 
unit, at least one vehicle data request from the call center via the established 
communication channel; and verbally communicating the requested vehicle data, in 
response to the at least one vehicle data request, from the telematics unit to the call 
center via the established communication channel," (abstract, paragraphs 0041 & 0049 
of Mazzara). 

The motivation of this combination would be the effect the cleared number voice 
call communication channel between the telematics unit and the call center. The 
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combination would also have been to provide a function for telematic communication 

that can utilize emergency communication. 

As for claim 2, Mazzara teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, wherein 

initiating a cleared number voice call from a telematics unit to a call center based on a 

failed transmission condition further comprises: 

attempting to transmit at least one authenticated call from the telematics 
unit to the call center; recognizing at least one failure to transmit an authenticated 
call from the telematics unit to the call center; and transmitting the cleared 
number voice call from the telematics unit to the call center based on the 
recognized failure (Page 6, Para 0058-0066 of Mazzara). 
As for claim 3, Van Bosh teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, wherein 

the at least one failure comprises a predetermined number of failure; which is reads on 

claimed three failures (Col. 4, lines 44-61 of Van Bosh). 

As for claims 5-6, Van Bosh teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, 

wherein communicating at least one telematics unit identifier to the call center 

responsive to the initiated cleared number voice call further comprises: 

initiating a verbal recording including the telematics unit identifier at the 
telematics unit upon establishment of the cleared number voice call 
communication channel; communicating the telematics unit identifier over the 
cleared number voice call communication channel wherein the call center 
identifies a vehicle; and is initiated periodically for communication to the call 
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center (Fig. 1:124; Col. 2, lines 34-63; and Col. 4, lines 23-44 in correspondence 

to Col. 3, lines 1 1 -20 and Col. 4, lines 6-23 of Van Bosh). 

As for claim 7, Mazzara teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, wherein 
the telematics unit identifiers are selected from the group consisting of station 
identification number, mobile identification number, mobile dialable number, electronic 
serial number, vehicle location, vehicle identification number and combinations thereof 
(Page 3, Para 0035 & 0037; Page 4, Para 0042 & 0044; Page 5, Para 0047; and Page 
6, Para 0058 of Mazzara). 

Regarding claim 8, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 1 (method claim) 
because the claimed system for verifying a telematics unit would perform the method 
steps. 

Regarding claim 9, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 2 (method claim) 
because the claimed system for verifying a telematics unit would perform the method 
steps. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , see explanation as set forth regarding claim 5 (method 
claim) because the claimed system for verifying a telematics unit would perform the 
method steps. 

Regarding claim 12, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 1 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 
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Regarding claim 13, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 2 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 

Regarding claim 14, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 3 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 

Regarding claims 16-17, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 5 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 

Regarding claim 18, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 7 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-9, 11-14, & 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mazzara (US Pub 2003/008/7642) and Van Bosh (US Pat 6493629) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Snyder et al. (US Pub 
2003/0134631). 

As for claim 4, Mazzara teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, wherein 
communicating at least one telematics unit identifier to the call center responsive to the 
initiated cleared number voice call (Page 1, Para 0013, 0017, 0027-0028; Page 3, Para 
0038; and Page 6, Para 0058, 0063, & 0066 of Mazzara). 
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What Mazzara and Van Bosh do not specifically teach is the telematics unit in the 
vehicle will automatically contact a public safety answering point (PSAP) and/or a call 
center for a service associated with the telematics unit. 

However, Snyder et al. teaches a method of verifying a telematics unit, wherein 
communicating at least one telematics unit identifier to the call center responsive to the 
initiated cleared number voice call displaying the telematics unit identifier on a display at 
the telematics unit; and communicating the displayed unit identifier over the cleared 
number voice call communication channel by the user wherein the call center identifies 
a vehicle (Page 2, Para 0013 & 0016 and Page 4, Para 0026 of Snyder et al.). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to allow user interface; such as a display screen as taught by 
Snyder et al. in the method of Mazzara and Van Bosh, in order to improve the ability of 
telematics devices; having a user interface capability, to receive location-based 
services, the ability to accept software applications, and network connectivity 
capabilities (Page 2, Para 0013 & 0016 and Page 4, Para 0026 of Snyder et al.) . 

The motivation of this combination would be the effect the reception of at least 
one vehicle data request from the call center to the telematics unit via the established 
communication channel The combination would also have been to provide a function for 
telematic communication that can utilize emergency communication and perform 
various maintenance or diagnostic tasks. 
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Regarding claim 10, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 4 (method 
claim) because the claimed system for verifying a telematics unit would perform the 
method steps. 

Regarding claim 15, see explanation as set forth regarding claim 4 (method 
claim) because the claimed computer readable medium storing a computer program for 
verifying a telematics unit would perform the method steps. 

Conclusion 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Janelle N. Young whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2836. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday: 8:30 am 
through 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nay Maung can be reached on (571) 272-7882. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



JNY 

January 22, 2007 
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